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The compensation of court attendants is regulated by statute, by the court, or by other 
officials or bodies. 


The right to, and the amount of, compensation of court attendants and assistants may be fixed 
by statute,! or it may be determinable by the court in the exercise of its inherent? or statutory” 


jurisdiction, or by other public officers or bodies in the exercise of authority vested in them.’ 


A statute fixing the compensation of particular court attendants should be limited to such 


employees as are clearly included within its provisions.” Where the compensation is fixed by 
statute a court attendant, whether de facto or de jure, coming within its terms, is entitled to recover 


at least the minimum amount specified therein.° However, where the right to compensation is 
dependent on statute, an attendant is not entitled to recetve compensation not provided for by the 
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statute or to receive more than the amount fixed or determined by the statute.’ Services required 
of an attendant for which the attendant is not specifically paid must be considered compensated 


for by the payment received for other services. 
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Services rendered after regular hours 

A bailiff was not entitled to receive additional compensation from the court fund for services rendered after 
regular hours while in attendance upon a sequestered jury in a criminal case as there was no legislation 
authorizing such compensation. 


Okla.—Court Fund of Tulsa County v. Cook, 1976 OK 180, 557 P.2d 875 (Okla. 1976). 


Ind.—Board of Com'rs of Randolph County v. Board of Com'rs of Henry County, 27 Ind. App. 378, 61 
N.E. 612 (1901). 
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